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Developing and Validating a Training Program

for Special Education Resource Teachers. (Serts)

{
Phyllis Mirkin

Stanley Deno
University of Minnesota

The purpose of this paper is to trace the derivation and validation
of a set of training activities for special educators engaged in pre-
service or inservice training in resource systems. Recent litigation by
handicapped persons and their families has led to a series of court ‘decisions
affirming the rights of handicapped persons to equal educational opportunity.
Prompted by these court decisicns legislation at the federal and subsequently
at the state and 1ocal level has mandated that, to the greatest extent
appropriate, placement decisions for handicapped students insure adherence
to the doctrine of "Least Restrictive Alternative." What is implied b§

these decisions is, that unless a sufficient case can be made for an alter-

native educational envircnmu:nt which meets the requirements of due

process under the law, the environment whichk is least restrictive for the
individual handicapped student is the regular educational program.

The implications of these developments for training of both special and
regular educators are clear. If the complex array of needs of handicapped
children of varying levels of severity are to be accomodated within a regular
elucation system, programs for handicapped students must be developed and
continuously evaluated in terms of desired and required performance on regular
class curriculum rather than in terms of the student's handicapping label.

Background information on the rationale for mainstreaming, as well as the

derivation of due process regulations and the doctrine of Least Restrictive

Alternative must be provided to the regular educator by the special educator,
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as a necessary framcwork within which to place the changes which are occurring
in the educational programs for handicapped students in the schools. The.
special educator must also be supportive of the regular educator in developing
programs for individual handicapped sfudents which meet their mique require-
ments within the context of the regular education program. In mary instances
performance of such tasks represents a major role change for special educators.
The special class or clinical teaching model in which most special educators
have been trained is not particularly relevant to the problem solving and
decision making model which support regular class teachers and the handicapped
students they are serving.

What is equally apparent in reviewing the literature is, that with a few no-
table exceptions (Lilly, 1971; Deno, 1973; Fox, 1973; Schwartz, 1974; Valeski, 1974)
there is a paucity of reported developments focusing on useful proccdures
for training special educators to function in such a non-categorical supportive

role to handicapred students within regular programs. Most training programs

still appear to reflect the training institutions' commitment to a particular
professionally defined clinical model (Schwartz, 19743 Blumberg, 1975). Pro~
cedures generated are primarily on the basis of the 'best' judgment of teacher
trainers, the expert opinion of University faculty in epecial education and
criteria of professional organizations and state accrediting organizations
(Strauch, 1974; Gruber, 1975).

In addition to an apparent lack of sensitivity to current practices for
educating handicapped students, a frequent criticism of the expert opinion
approach tc the derivation of useful procedures for training is the lack of
empirical validation that the procedures so specified have any direct relation-
ship to the improvement of performance for students (Shores, Cegleka, & Melson,

19731 Flanders, 19743 0'Neill, 1974). Where student performance changes have

4




N L o . e . EONENER] Py
L Wb kil Ll s a1 50 I el Wb, Wil Kby i o e A 7 T tel

been validated, there is little research evidence as to which instructional
procedures, if any, actually can be credited w’th having brought about the
change. As a result considerable energy may be expended training teachers
to use techniques which are as much the result of superstitious belief as
to their appropriateness, as they are the result of careful”and empirical
validation of their importance to’instruction (Hammil, 1975; Jenkins, 1976)
An alternate method to the derivation of training activities is one
which assumes a job or program function approach, rather than a person or
qualities approach. A job functions approach attempts to identify traihing
needs by careful analysis and observation of actual system requirements for
job performance. The assumption is that once individual elements or job
functions have been identified, training on these requirements will provide
greater assurance of subgequent satisfactory role pérfcrmance (Mager &

Beach, 1967). Content validity is established by a direct analysis of the :

system requirements for which training is to be developed.

Derivation of Procedures

The procedures we have used to analyze system requirements for resource

programs are based on this approach. Observation of resource programs and the
teachers in those programs (Frequently called Special Education Resource
Teachers, or SERTS) yielded information which suggested that in addition to
providing direcé service to handicapped students there were system requirements
for the SERT to function as a problem solver, decision maker and evaluator as
it related to programs for handicapped students in regular class programs. ‘Q
Within the resource system procedures were being implemented which were

primarily evaluative and decision making in nature.

Klein (1971) has defined ecducational evaluation as the process of

*
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selecting, collecting and analyzing information in order to decide among
alternative courses of action as a means of improving programs. In the
model he proposes five evaluation phases provide the data for making program

decisions. :(See Table 1).

Insert Table 1 gbout here

Initial assessment activities lecad to selection of goal areas to be
attacked or problem selection . Program planning activities lead to

program selection. Implementation evaluation leads to decisions as to

whether the program is being operationalized as planned. Progress and outcome
evaluation activities provide the information to the decigion maker regarding
needed program improvements and appropriateness as to program termination and
certification,

In a resource system the decision areas focus on.questions related to
improving programs for handicapped students in rezular class programs.

(see Table 2). 1In the role of problem solver and decision maker, usually

Insert Table 2 about here

faced with more students than there are services, the resource manager is
continually faced with collecting data to sort out answers to questions suck as:
What prompted the referral? What programs will be least restrictive yat
effective? fs the program being implemented? Does the program appear to

be moving in the right direction? Has the problem been solved? The data
collection activities are implemented to find solutions to these questions.

(See Table 3) - —— -

Insert Table 3 about here
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Each data collection phase includes measurement, evaluation, consul-

tation and training activities as major process components in achieving

problem solution (See Table 4).

- Insert Table 4 about here

When placed into a matrix form these components represent the con-

textual framework for resource system activities as required in the field.

Insert Tzble 5 about here

Each cell of the matrix contains a subset of questions which cue a set of

activities during that particular program phase. (See Table 6)

Descrintion of P.ogram Phases

The definition of exceptionality implied by these procedures is a com-
bination of the ecological perspective (Rhodes, 1971), and the deviance per-
spective. The ecological view implies that as much attention should be given t.
evaluating the requirements and desires of the culture as is given to evaluating
the behavior of the referred student. The deviance perspective {mplies that
the behavioral development of the individuél is significantly different from
his peers. Both.perspectives influence the problem selection decision of
phase one. Data collection activities are directed toward numerically describing
the magnitude of difference, if any, between the actual acadewic and social

behavior of the referred student and the behavior desired 1 ;om him by the

significant persons' in his home and school life. The academic and
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social behaviors of the referred gstudent wmust be considered exceptional

enough in either or both perspectives to warrant gpecial education

intervention.

Once the child has been identified as eligible for service, the program
selection decision emphasizes the point that no problem is ever a single
solutiou problem. Instead, a variety of alternative solutions can be
proposad, each of which can be ‘tested, if the program selected initially
proves to be less successful than desired. To the regular classroom teacher
for whom the resource system has been developed, these alternatives provide
flexibility, as well as a sense of optimism that a successful program is
possible even if not at the first try. Additionally, in the program
selection process shared responsibility for children's programs is assumed. .
Greater possibility of due process protections for students is assured.
Attention is given in the system to public identification, in writing, of
the program selected and the persons responsible for implementing that program,

During program operationalization the decision making process focuses on
whether the program is being implemented as planned. Too often a true test of
a Program is not made because important aspects of the program are not
implemented by those responsible for doing so. Monitoring this aspect of
the program is a crucial component of a successful resource system.

Decisions during the program improvement phase are based on evaluation of

data collected during implementation of the program plan. Only those program

VN .
2

plans which succeed in bringing about meanirgful changes in perfermance and progress

survive, while unsuccessful changes drop out. The net result of such an

approach is the construction of a program which is cumulative in its effect on

e

problem solution.
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The final decision of program certification reveals whether the program
plan has been successful in achieving goals. Two types of informatlion are
relied upon in decision wmaking.

1. Data revealing that the performance discrepancy identified during
problem selection has been completely reduced.

2. Data that the program as currently implemented by the individual's
regular classroom teacher will achieve this goal by the end of the school
year.

As during all other phases of the program, cvaluation activities rely
upon time-series data which has been collected all through the program,
beginning with problem selection, to make judgements as to whether or not
the prcgram is working and ultimately to make decisions about whether the
program has been successful. It is this reliance on daily, weekly and monthly
collection of time-series data through all phasas of program development that
prompts the term Data Based Program Modification. Resource system functions,
involving as they do, a number of different persons in the provisinn of service
to children, must rely almost exclusively on an objective, pre~determined
set of criteria for evaluating performance and making decisions regarding
program changes. Using a time series data base for these decisiois agsures
all the parties involved that the agreed upon goals are being acted upon, and

provides continuity from one phase of program development to another.
This continuity contrasts sharply with systems for modifying programs which
v21v on measurements of performance which are not related to actual classroom
performance (such as thosz measures frequently made during individual
standa.rdized tests). These tests are often followed by teacher-made pre and
posttests during program modification and again may be different from measures
obtained at the end of a program. As we all have observed it is not uncommon

for special education programs to be envoked after eligibility is determined

9
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by school psychologists or other professionals independent from the

educational settingi for a child then to be served by-special educators .
using their own informal diagnostic assessment procedures, and for those
special educators to use standardized achievement tests different from

those administered by the school psychologists, and different froﬁ previous
formal assessment procedures to determine the child's achievement at the

end of a program (Lovitt, et al., have discussed these problems elsewhere,
1970). The data based procedures proposed here use the same data to make
program modification decisions at all points throughout the program improvement
process.

Development of Training Activities

The questions within each cell in the wmatrix form the basic elements

of the resource system training program. Each question generates gpecific

A

ct shich require development of materials. A sequence of these
actions for consultation during initial assessment is presented in Table 6.

A similar set has been generated for each cell and in their entirety comprise

the activities for all SERT trainces.

A visual representation of the same sequence of actions is presented
in Figure 1. A similar flow chart has been generated for all phases of data

collection and decision making in the resource system.

Insert Figure 1 about here

Tralnees evaluate their skills in performing these actions with a training

supervisor at program entry level. Evidence is subscquently presented to a

ERIC 10
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peer team, ag required actions arc completed at field based training stations

or within the trainees home school. The basic mastery criteria is as follows:
Gilven a teacher who has requested assistance in the
development of program modifications for an individual or
grouﬁ of hdndicapped students, the trainee will present
evidence in the form of case studies, graphs and materials

that the actions required to assess, plan, implement,

00t e e et o < 2% e

evaluate, and certify that program have been satisfactorily
completed, as judged by student performance changes, peer
team and training supervisor.
Each trainee keeps a weekly progress graph on which mastery of specific
actions is plotted. At a glance, the training supervisor and the peer team
can assess the success of training implementation act;vities and determine
Thus the procedures which we advocate for use with children are modeled in
the training program as well.
In summary, the basic point of view presented is that in a resource system

individual program modifications are established when discrepancies in academic

and social development are identified by people who occupy a significant place
within the life space of individual students. Program modifications req;ire
that discrepancies which have been identified be measured and that the effect
of program modifications in reducing those modifications be continually mon~-
itored. While we accept the view that resource teachers acting jo support of
children may at some time be responsible for thc instruction of those children,
the primary goal for resource teachers should be to "get out of business"

with the child. When performance discrepancies have been reduced to the point

where they are no longer considered to be important, the point has been reached

when program modification can be certified as complete or successful. Certifying

ERIC 1




a program as satisfactorily completed, like identification of important
problems, involves both objective and subjective judgments.

We believe that at the point of program planning commitments regarding
sutisfactory program completion should be obtained by all responsible parties
including gencral education staff, parents, and special educators, and that
the agreements be established in writing as a part of the original planning
contract. 1f this is done, then individual values regarding what are the prob-
lems and how important they are will be negotiated well before consideration
of whether or not the program has been satisfactorily completed. A contract
then stands as the basis for negotiating eventual program certification along
the subjuct dincensions which are always a part of program modification decisions.
Our expericnce has been that the more explicit the contractual agreements
are at the point cf initial program modification the less difficulty and conflict
axist at the point of program tormination. No doubt it is impossible to avoid

some disagreement on some occasions; however, formalizing the agreemente prior

to the time when declslions must be made certainly helps to redu:e whatever con-
flict might arise.

Perhaps also a fiaal note regarding the role of desired performance in
making program certiflcation decisions should be made here. While the tendency
in establishing programs is always to act as if performance discrepancies are
reduced by changes in the actual performance of the individual, we believe that
many problems can be solved more quickly and simply by renegotiating desired
performance. To do so,requires that those individuals responsible for the
development of children within educational programs be somehow persuaded that
changes in desired performance are reasonable and called for. If our schools

are to be pluralistic in the same sense that we presume our American society

to be, then we must be open to alternative developmental goals as well as to

alternative programs. To require all children to learn to do or to become the

ERIC 12
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same (that is, to have the same desired performances for all children) is,

from this viewpoint, .nappropriate. The implementors of resource systems should
assume as their responsibility making an impact on people's desires as well

as on children's programs.

Program Validation

There are two dimensions which must be addressed when procedures to
validate a training program are iaplemented. One is an assessment of the
perceived importance of the activities to persons functioning in the system
for which training has been organized, in order to verify the accuracy of
the system analysis. The other is an assessment of the program trainee's
capacity to perform to the expectations required in the system for which
training has been organized, in order to asseés what effect training has had
on the performance of trainees being served.
dimensicns muct be assesscd at an appropriate poiunt in
program development. Value questions are as integral a component of problem
selection and prograi selection in a training proéram.for resource teachers as
they are in development of program plan for a handicapped student. If the
problems and programs which have been pinpointed and selected for training are
not valued by those who function in the system, it is difficult to imagine
success in progra™ implementation. Several activities to assess thgs dimension
will be reported here.

1. During the first year of problem selection an initial set of fourteen
areas of resource system activitv were rated as to frequency of performance,
importance, difficulty and training needs by all the then current, full time
employed personnel functioning as Special Education Resource Teachers in the
Minneapolis Public Schools, as well as by six lead teachers whose primary
function was to assist resource teachers in ddvelopment of programs of instruction

for handicapped students placed in regular class programs (K-12), (0'Neill, 1974).

13
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2. During the second year of problem selection all program trainces!

were asked to complete a survey which asked for verification that particular
activities wére requirements of their resource programs. Responses to questions
were of a Yes/No variety and in somec instances percentage of time spent in

these activities was required.

3. TFor a three week period during the third year of problem selection,
program trainees tallied the number of times per day they engaged in each
prograwm process during‘a regular schcol day.

Results:

The results of thesc procedures were utilized in development and modifi-
cation of the program matrix and training activities in their present form.
(See Table 5 and 6)

4. All present and former SERT trainees (N=38) were surveyed as to the
impertance of sixty-Uive cucstions to their work as SERTS and the frequeancy

wvith which their work required them to answer these questions. The two

questions and the responses possible were as follows:
a) How important is this question in your job as a SERT?
Very Important (V.I.)
Somewhat Important (S.I.)
Little Importance (L.I.)
b) How often are you asked to answer this question in your work?
Daily Weekly Lecs than Weekly (LTW)
Responses were tallied and percentages were calculated for all questions
as they were rated for importance and frequency. The percent of no responses
(N.R.) was also calculated.

Results:

27 surveys were completed. Four of these were invalidated as the

respondents were not presently working in a resource system.

1
75% of our trainees are practicing resource teachers. 25% serve in practicum
sites where resource systems are in operation.

ERIC - 14 -
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A summary of this data will be presented here. Table 7 summarizes
the data for the major questions in the matrix. 'Table 8 presents the
questions rated as importegt by more than 80 per cent of tEe respondents,
Insert Tables 7 and 8 about here

1) Three ;;estion;mﬁere rated as very important by 91% of the
respondents.,

2) Eighteen questions were rated as very important by more than 80%
of the respondents.

3) Thirteen questions were rated as very important by more than
70% of the respondents.

4) Thirteen questions were rated as very important by more than
60% of the respondents.

5) Nine questions were rated as very important by more than 50%
of the ‘respnndpnt's:. ‘

6) Eight questions werc rated as very important by more than 40Y%
of the respondents.

7) Three questions were rated as very important by more than 20%
of the respondents. N

8) Training questions were rated lower than any other set of process
questions.

9) Program planning questions received the highest ratings (91%) 4

10) Of the 18 questions which received ratings of more than 80%, 12
related to problem sclection and program certification and six related to
program planning an. progress evaluation. (See Table 8)

11) Twenty questions did not receive any ratings for daily frequency of

résponse,

12) The highest rating for weckly frequency was 56% for the question,

"What alternatives are proposed to solve the problem?" This is a planning

Q 15
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question.

13) Sixteen questions received ratings of between 30 and 40% for
weekly frequency.

14) Thirty questions received ratings of more than 50% for less than
weekly frequency.

15) The lowest rating for weekly frequency was 4% for the following
three questions. 'Is measurement data being plotted on graphs?" "Are there
other persons who can be trained to recommend further program modifications?"
"Can other evaluate implementation?" Two of these are training questions.

Summary of Results

The majority of SERTS surveyed rated all of the questions as being very
or somewhat important to their work. The majority of SER1S surveyed indicated
that they answered a majority of these questions less thén weekly. Training
questions received the lowest ratings and program planning questions
rcceived the highest ratings. Problem selection and program certification

Questions received the greatest number of ratings over 80%.

Discussion

While the majority of SERTS surveyed expressed the opinion that the
questions generated in the matrix were very important, there is less evidence
that the questions were being answered as frequently as their rated importance
might have suggested. We need to further evaluate the reasons for these lower
ratings. Additionally we need to interpret the reasons for lower ratings
in the area of training and implementation evaluation. .In this regard are we
act12lly evaluating performance rather than values? Are these activities
valued less because they have not been emphasized in the training program or
is the survey reflecting the fact that these activities are not valued very
highly in most resource programs. We need to survey teachers working in

resource systems who have not been in the training program and evaluate their

16
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responses, as to similarities and differences, before drawing any final
conclusions as to reasons for this discrepancy. We also need to devise a
survey instrument which will be more sensitive to frequency of performance
as it corresponds with school year activitics.1

Once we have determined that our analysis of the system is %aluable and
accurate and have eliminated questions which are judged to be least valuable,
our next step will be to empirically validate the importance of each action
to improved student performance; once again discarding those actions which do
not lead to increased progress and retaining those for which a definite
corrclation with improved performance can be demonstrated. We have some

early evidence that data of this type can be collected but we need further

studies before this dat. is reported. Beyond this we are faced with designing

measures-to validat: the performance dimension of the program. Our experience

to date has been high.y favorable with our trainecs being placed in positions
of leadership and responsibility, but we must find more formal means of
making these assessments.

Finally, our experience in developing the SERT program has made us

keenly aware of the need to maintain a dynamic interaction with a field based

program if the training we provide is to be a meaningful and useful experience

for the trainees, as well as for the students and teachers the trainees will
subsequently serve. The process of selection, planning, implementing,
adjusting and certifying programs is as critical to the development -of
teacher training as it is to the development of programs for children. As

we increase our problem solving skills and become more‘gggpt and precise in
validating our program we expect to make even greater gains in secving handi-

capped children in regular schbol programs.

1For example most problem and program selection decisions occur in the fall
and program certification decisions occur in the spring.

17
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A MATRIX FOR IDENTIFYING

(SERT) ACTIVITIES IN

EDUCATION RESOURCE TEACHER
DATA BASED PROGRAM MODIFICATION
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sert Competencies in Data Based Program Modification:
S. Deno and P, Mirkin. University of Minnesota. 1976.

23

REQUIRED S
ACTIONS '

Arrange and conduct conference
with teacher

O

Arrange and conduct conference
student

e Dmb o ok om

Arrange and conduct
conference with parent

ST g

Arrange and conduct staffing‘
with group

e

R e o

Obtain information from
appropriate agency and
professiond] staff

Arrange consultation where
27 ropriate

Ask appropriate parties
to complete form

s
SRt e 2 e o e ATk e ey T, 3

Complete form

e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AN, PR T
)




.

TABLE 7 KEY: c

IMPORTANCE

& V.I. = Very Important
THE IMPORTANCE OF MAJOR QUESTIONS IN DATA BASED S.I. = Somewhat Important
PROGRAM MODIFICATION AS RATED BY SERTS L.I. = Little Importance
S. DENO AND R MIBKIN, UNIVERS TY OF MINNESCTA, 1975 N.R. = No Importaace
L.T.W. = Less than Weekly
e B, o X S e e e e
] DELIZIOLN FLEDTFENS: w g m
F 5 )
AR i { P CovmcATION
3 FRCCRAM MEASLENEST z EVALUATION * COLLAEOPATEN m TRAINING
3 FHASE \ 5 B SSTATATON
RIS EOSATTAYST T IIMIAUL | I T T ms see n Tea 3o mem e eas p——e .t R I O L WY S N
mmm ...ono mut»unnnw..;nw.mvon.mmuu 2 I the student elfgfble for 5 yny ind che problem? £ Can others implement intake
] ¢esized and aczual pesforsaace sutvize? 2 =8 cae prodlea: assessceat?
FoL gl K 2 e PT1eT ! T ey Y ST LT NPAVTI T (LT rigs
fllh\,.zoz L <.Hn. w.m‘. . N...r* .\. " \.r. L.H. (S ..,..\_1 . W,. o w. . P.H. z mU.A/\.\.) Dt | bt ke ~h.. ;
5

v
)

WITIAL 2722 (U2 R WOB L OFB | L A5 Lo | 037 somzm&m Zoif | 043 .87

.
¢
v SSOIMENT P . SRS Wik £ R e padl = g
m . ASSESSE T .».;.-.T N ..\...s.u.nw~ L1 2.__ B ~t.\. Pl 71 FRRAPAN EN AL mb..:uc Vireiyls LT/ INLR. w»ZP* EERLY LTW. LR, :
: H f A 3 ‘.
: AR 3 L HOW OFTEN PERFORMED
— .. - Py v . -t
i 251 .%&0‘ U7 1245 1090 12€ ] tpgaplrd Lodiadg b LI | 5050 2057
B LR N T LI S AT TR YT oW 2 2 4 \)h"h.nlﬂ.ﬂli]rllufl“l‘i_ Y \. Fadianai— el taharbi g 4 A N TEWL G TRLLT TV T UM u LT T Y AT T T XN NI K, S s 2
fizr 2i1 effuctiveness of i} “.at altoraative prograzs of e 4 Does the progran plan coet the x
w £ s . program plan be zsasured L prozosed? c ..xan_?.i.n needs of the nanonunnm Caa others pian progras?
~ Foaw U f i Pl ¥ 22 student, parent, and other
L4 . 1 ¥ © -
L 4 111 E . T — ] fnzerested persoas? 1 -
R 7 - Lize Q o3 S " os ; F ﬁ\.\
m PCGRAM u.m‘n\v 251 _:o iy e DHnu.w:.m..@ 2i2) = loun $E 20 sz ¢
5 Ce i 1 3 3 ;
3 1 . - ...q_u / oy e - S ! )\. ] / -
; poating  4,2,71074 30 2 Lol it | o R A W ER Ao 261§ -
e AT DO TINEINNI AN TS LIRS T T T P Tesms b e yreesegmommes, R I e e T b g et s a e SpvrmenamsatvTien pen ~1
W Is performance belag messured? mn FroRTanm pian belng fmplezcaced IS wnou.‘._amia _X_aw.an?\ug;nk m Can others implement Hmse *
; frsas b | a5 proposed ard secepted? £ 30 expeled by refercer sivdant, i P :
2 S . .... asent ard ther interested persons 3
s e e e, AR I L I R \ v estdpersons b | - - :
A ) S S .Q\W.\ NN IR TSR P - A — A.‘! 2 2%, el PRI TH .» 20
: { st Hd % s r :~ .\N - - \nu o R s.\‘Jll......x.- holl 207 o L
- s
IMPLEMENTATION “ a . %
- 3 K 261 i .Jw ! el lo g 548 :f.
m EVALUATION GHT 0 22U I RBE LT a&o 8 L3¢ | 2171097 |1043) 568 ) 3ot
R e i - LR R EERTATIT g |t wesiier Trmme—s e . "o cre gEmgeee STREET e r OO ST S T AT AT e
4 Tre o . s . 1o, Can forzation gathered on !
1 S e p o M» the program as wuvwmnonnmn vnouwmwnn“MnMwwnpnr di{screpancy eo.uh.. tratenics be useful to others? mnvn othera evaluate progress?
RS S S ueling cumuiative beneflts for they " ° ~ . s
v PP sulen 3 ! M m
P T n:rm«..nu | g . m :
N & P S WA YN il W By 7
“ mrocress LS7 boHz|— _ [ 3840120 - |0z G0 Q8 = |- 8751 34 BT | 043
et boe . Tielilid i vl e S R [, —— i
EVALUATION 3 . ..m H 5 m 1
d m £ b Z -
. ’ s B 4 . H B e .. — 3 .
. : ~ H /. NIER e ’ e TN - ’~es i
A w:ﬁ.\o .m \T* ma.Nr\\N ...Wm\&.vwf S T ...WVL.. .meTN g Ay .{\C\ .MN“W — b [T 5657 25
; i H : '
Mu.cﬂ..un«u.a.b.glh.ﬂsndﬂn.end.ﬂ.ﬂ p D AR - w oy e TELH L v | T m T i IOTiOT  rRsstm muT RIS
m L me ey ”w a3 s the Jmnm....n mou?nk&. w.m:(:.& she prograz as presently mm ”mm»wmﬂmmmu.vnmwnww”mnmmww »:w Can others evaluate outcozes?
p Fe TRAM ﬂvno. ress n»xn nv..:..v. ) _wn:.z...ng b terminated? K] Incecesis purciost fa m
g rEaTy ' DR Y2od <2 T ol 1o B, ~ - > !4 A
P CERTFICATION 1: BJaT4 ....0.\. ..\... .\m.? LLEn LO g 2 TR wh.\\:n. INN., R Ru.m.N‘ u.
2 CUTCOME T ) TR T T o T T ~y
d - . (4 n s Poemae ~ 8 s ... I s;.-!dr R - \\-\: 7 Lord -, 2o I Y
4 EVALUATION bkt _ .\)Vsﬂw -o\i\m"\u.\u.m — ..:.:mm .!.-.2 pre~ i \ 1Y \vul\wH u...t\U f.r\.“.b m&.@&b \\ .:..N. \M.Nf ....M(-au

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




23

QUESTIONS RATED AS

T

IMPORTANT BY MORE THAN

able 8

80% OF SERTS SURVEYED

TR AW

FROCESS:

> s-.-.
. m PECISION ” :
3 AREA COHMMUNICATION
1 PRCCRAM MEASUREMENT ] EVALUATCN CGLLABGRATION TRAINING
4 PHASE : §  COUSLLTATICN
FATUTIS IR SN I T R AT TR TR Y —E AT S EARIUTIITROL AT A £ UVERT AATLITTILLYS 04 % 29 -
$are there desized performances § Have fzportant discrepancies § Are the problems those tha
mumﬂm\wﬁ.mz for acadeafc/social behavior? ¥ been {centified? teacher fdentiffes?
b SECECTICHN .87 .83 .83 -83
“nat is referred student's Is the stuleat eligible Ar& they sharcd problems?
4 -Z_ﬂ..WP . w. arforoance? § for service? 3 .87 ?
ASSESSMENT u -87 f .83 i

3 M :
w.\u > T~ PO ARIS (e g + oo o L men = e i, RITIITIEWITC TN I RYX T .-m“.(ﬂ L L3I Wl
M m waat resourscs are 1
Y PROGRPM L avalladle? .91 ; Does program plan meet
i SCTIHRN Z What discrepancies hava the expresscd nceds of
m SELECTION w beea »mnnnnw»omm .83 F all parties? .91 ]
m PROGRAN What alteraatives are
§ PLANNING b erojosec? .91
” - cumge e, el Imes . - I CSTEITLTERSTIAT T R TRORR L WERLTC b
i % i A
i PACGRAM ! : :
) OPERATICNALIZATICN H 3 -

X .

m IMPLEMENTATION M
§ EVALUATICN
N.- ATL0? R W VAT VI G5 T T TR € . -\‘rﬁﬂcﬂdﬁgﬂggiﬂﬂ-gg B CLIe . 4

i !
E prceran { . g
" Ve 4 1s the prograz as {mple- M Is the overall ciscrepancy
W NG CIMENT meated producing cunclative o being decre..sed? .83
: benefits for the student? 1
} PROCGRESS .87 :
i EVALUATION
) :
¢

Yy

2 2 e s TS T T TR WU R

CERTIFICATION

AT ST S A L

3

i

}
PRCCERAM » .

O (opeay-dameran S plig-pty Srprat gty o auld

#
Wihat i{s the present per-

forzance/progress discrepancy”

TI SIS ETIIITIV R IS e

Eas progzram been successful in
achieving objectives? .87
~Tuducing discrepancies? .83

CuUTCOME -83 Should uuwnnuu be terainated?
L .83 -
.. _ EVALUATICN | A ez

ER . -

p.
..:uu progran been successful in
satisfying the need of all
Iintarcsted partios? .83

RO = AP Aol Ao e it g e g Y

i

XN

25

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




24

Figure 1

DATA BASED PROGRAM MODIFICATION: S. DENO AND P. MIRKIN,
University of Minnesota, 1976

DECISION AREA: Problem Selection PROGRAM PHASE: Initial Assessment
Who
1 ¢« owns the
problem?

- R
S ——
D N S

PROCESS:
Assessment of Performance/Progress Discrepancies ¢=—
MEASUREMENT
Expectations [Priorities Social Behavior Academic Behavior
Performance I I »
CONSULTATION | Rate of Rate of
Referrer Classroom Progress - Performance
| Observation L v ]
Stu<'1ent Reading
I
Par|ent Math
Others Communication
Other Cu'rriculum
Is there a
EVALUATION 2 discrepancy between NO Reevaluat
desired and actual gevaluate
performance?
|
YES
|
Is the -
. Renegotiate
discrepanc NO .
impor?antg with Referrer
|
YES
i
Is the'
EVALUATION 3 student eligible NO o Refer to
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